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Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 2200 Churchill Road, Springfield, IL 62706

217/782-6761
Refer to: Johns-Manvi l le Disposal Area, Waukegan, Il l inoisLake County/L0971900014

Superfund/Technical Reports
November 18, 1986

Mr. Brad BradleyRemedial Project ManagerCERCLA Enforcement SectionUSEPA, Region V, 5HE-12
230 South Dearborn StreetChicago, Illinois 60604
Dear Brad:
Please find attached my comments on the draft final FS Report for theJohns-Manvil le site which was received on November 12, 1986. I have limitedmy comments to those contradicting previous requested changes by USEPA/IEPA orpoints I feel the public would be confused by without clarification.Additionally, I would like to see JM' s groundwater monitoring program brieflyexpanded upon in this final report as it is the key control in evaluating thesuccess of the proposed remedial action.
Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.

JL—o /^==::::::^^^—-'WA4-35 >̂
Kurt D. Neibergall, £u.T.Federal Site Management UnitRemedial Project Management SectionDivis ion of Land Pollution Control
KN:rd0669g/69
Attachment
cc: Bob Cowles, IEPA

Don Gimbel , IEPADiv i s ion File
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I ERA COMMENTS ON DRAFT FINAL FS REPORT
Sect . 1 . 4 , P. 1-4 - Firs t Paragraph - Point out that on-slte work does notrequire permits from RCRA - be consistent with goals of program.
Sect . 1 . 5 , P. 1-4 - F ir s t paragraph - Statement made that recommendedalternative 1s "considered acceptable" by community - but publ ic commentperiod has not been Implemented.
Sect . 2 . 2 . 5 , P. 2- 12 - End of second paragraph; A1r detect ion un i ts appear tobe wrong F lbe r s/ML -» F 1 b e r s/ c . c . (same unit error on P. 2- 14 , 3rdparagraph). Third Paragraph - correctly reference D iv i s i o n of Air Pol lut ionControl, IEPA.
Sect . 2 . 2 . 6 , P. 2-14 - Fourth Paragraph - Statement about "carc inogenic orother effects" from Ingestlon of asbestos fibers - quest ionable?
Sect. 2 . 3 , P. 2- 16 - Firs t Paragraph - No release observed during l imited RIsampl ing? P. 2- 17 - Second Paragraph - Di lu t i on/d i sper s i on of leadcontamination by flowing groundwater Is no excuse to Ignore this potentialproblem. Last Paragraph - Subsurface soil below the water table appears notto be a contamination source based on l imited RI sampl ing work.
Sect . 3 . 1 , P. 3-1 - On-s 1 t e treatment/stabi l izat ion was not mentioned In theexecut ive summary.
Sect . 3 . 2 . 1 , P. 3-5 - Here , and In many Instances following - riprap th ickness1s al luded to as 8-12" Instead of the specif ied 12" thick - and bedding 1sonly mentioned 1n the appendix remedial action estimates.
Sect . 3 . 2 . 3 , P. 3-7 - Aga in , on-s1te remediation would not require permi t s .Also on P. 3-8.
Sect . 3 . 4 . 1 , P. 3-12 - First paragraph - appears to contradict ear l ierreference /statement that asbestos can be carcinogenic to humans. SecondParagraph - Groundwater and surface water appear not to be contaminated basedon l imi ted RI sampl ing.
Sect . 4 . 1 , P. 4-2 - F i r s t Paragraph - Groundwater and surface water monitoredto detect (not assure) If water quality Is degraded.
*Sect . 4 . 1 . 1 . 1 , P. 4-2 - Thi s Is the most print devoted to groundwatermonitoring In the report - and should be expanded upon - min imum of 7 newwe l l s s t ipu lated - the three we l l s on the eastern s ide should not be east ofeastern s i te boundary - but Immediate ly adjacent (w i th i n 2 5 ' ) of m i s c e l l aneousd i sposa l area dike toe - a l so state that they would be nested to monitor thetop and bottom of the sand aquifer under the disposal area - I would therefore
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recommend two nested pairs bes ide the misce l laneous p i t , one nested pairfurther north along the south end of the s ludge disposal bas i n system and thentwo shal low we l l s along the north s ide of the Industr ia l canal ( th i s Is onemore wel l than 7 proposed 1n October meet ing) - but this would start toaddress potential problem of heavier contaminants moving predominantlyeaster ly - as wel l as l ighter solvents sampled for before d i lut ion effectsfrom dynamic hydrogeologlcal setting under current monitoring network.
KMA states a min imum of 8 we l l s would be monitored - cons i s tent ; when Inc ludethe background wel l west of s i te - have 9 we l l s (do not sample current 3 eastwe l l s or south wel l wh ich appears to be upgradlent from the s i te ) *a l so ,somewhere, poss ib ly 1n th is sect ion, a cont ingency plan should be a l luded to^toout l ine a course of act ion should contamination be migrat ing .
Sect. 4 . 2 . 1 . 2 , P. 4-4 - Should a l lude to repair of berm 1n northeast corner ofmiscel laneous disposal pit as outlined 1n USEPA st ipulat ions. This Is unclear
on top of P. 4-5.
Sect . 4 . 3 . 1 . 1 , P. 4-8 - Thi s I s the f irst time 1n th is report that th i cknessof cover soil 1s defined to Inc lude the 3" of topsoll dres s ing . Is thiscons i stent with USEPA Interpretation of cover soi l th ickness - the 3" layer Isloosely placed and only provides a media for vegetation - min ima l freeze/thawprotection?
Sect. 4 . 5 . 1 . 1 , P. 4-12 - States that trees/stumps transported off-site fordisposal - contradicts previous statement of buria l or burn ing ( latterpreferred In previous state comments) on-s 1 t e .
Sect . 5 . 1 . 3 , P. 5-4 - Second Fu l l Paragraph - Permits for on-slte work againal luded to.
Sect . 5 . 2 , P. 5-7 - Last Paragraph - State landf i l l c losure gu i de l i n e s exceedrequirements above 1n many aspects . More appropriate language; "requirementsare compatable with those above for specif ic site condit ions".
Sect . 5 . 2 . 1 . 6 , P. 5-9 - Community Interest to date has been m i n ima l ."Vlrtural ly none" 1s a controversial descr ip t ion .
Sect . 5 . 3 . 1 , P. 5-12 - Last paragraph of sect ion; lead leve ls In groundwaterwere less than health standard based on l im i ted RI sampl ing . No v i s i b l eem i s s i on s of asbestos observed during RI work. *Second to Last Paragraph -Relevant asbestos standard - what about OSHA workers 8 hr. TWA?
Sect . 5 . 3 . 2 , P. 5 - 12 - F i r s t Paragraph - Relevant a i r and groundwaterstandards appear to be met based on l im i ted RI samp l i ng .
Sec t . 5 . 4 . 1 , P. 5- 15 - F i r s t Paragraph - Aga in lead/asbestos wastes appear tohave not degraded qual i ty of environment.
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Sect. 6 . 2 , P. 6-4 - No. 3. It seems that here, or In a previous section thebenefit of the Increased soil cover depth with regards to freeze/thawprotection should be stated. Every time this alternative Is mentioned, onlyIncreased groundwater protection 1s g iven as the minor reason to consider thisoption. *I be l ieve this point would be confusing to the publ ic and should becons i stent ly exp la ined In the FS report or the addendum by USEPA.
Appendix A. P. A- l- 14 - For Annual Operation and Maintenance Costs - Nocapital costs are Inc luded for the Insta l lat ion of the proposed detectiongroundwater monitoring network.
KN:ba/0701g/l-3


